
A WORD OF REJOINDER TO PROFESSOR MOORE.

The reply which Professor Moore makes above, to my original
criticism, allows a word of rejoinder, both from the need of clearing
up the point involved, and also from his seeming to convict me out
of my own mouth. The latter sort of argument would indeed prove
me inconsistent, but would not in itself do much more. I shall, how-
ever, first state again the ' limitation of pragmatism' in as objective
and plain a way as I can — for I feel that Professor Moore does not
meet it — and then take a paragraph to vindicate my own consistency.

i . One of the ' limits of pragmatism ' pointed out in my article
is, looked at in a broad way, this: A statement, judgment, concept
which seems to be and is accepted as being general, or universally
valid — in the sense that it allows fruitful deduction and valid argu-
mentation — can not have this value justified or positively tested, or
have anything added to its import, by an appeal to cases, that is, by
any pragmatic or experimental test. Such an appeal could only show
that it was not universally valid, in case it does not work in the con-
crete l situation, or that it -was valid only so long as it did not fail?
For instance, the appeal to consequences might show that two rival
concepts both held good, possibly having no difference of result,
through certain stages of a research, though both could not be at once
logically universal. It follows, then, either that we have no such
strictly logical universals, or that they must have other means of
hanging together and justifying themselves than that of their experi-
mental results. This leads unavoidably to the query whether there
are strictly logical — non-experimental, in their use and value to us as
now constituted — principles, rules or whatever we may call them,
apparent in the organization3 of the experiences, by which these sorts
of concepts, judgments, etc., have been constituted;* so that their
universality is i-pso facto just a mark of their nature.

1 Concrete in Professor Moore's meaning, if I understand it.
1 It is in this sense only that it is true that all judgment is a 'development

of experience through a universal'; yet I should prefer to call this meaning
•psychically general' rather than ' logically universal.' It is in this sense also
that all universals, considered as generals, are hypothetical. In terms of habit,
they are preliminary general meanings.

31 cannot follow Professor Moore's difficulties in the application of the term
1 organization ' : what I mean is any sort of cognitive construction of data —
by association, imitation, etc.

1 Let us say, indeed, by social intercourse.
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Professor Moore denies such things; but suppose we admit them:
what effect does this admission have upon our instrumental theory of
the origin of knowledge ? As I conceive it, no effect whatever! And
it is here that I find the pragmatists ' claiming the earth.' They say
that a statement of origin is ipso facto an account of nature and valid-
ity. This is, so far as the ground given is concerned, a fallacy from
several points of view. Logically it is an illegitimate conver-
sion: they say 'a l l truth has been through processes of selection,'
hence, by conversion, ' processes of selection are the only tests and
criteria of truth." On the contrary, the possible and, I believe, the
real state of things is that while all truths have their necessary origin
in processes of selection, yet once come, they, like every other genetic
product, are a new mode, a new form of reality, something added to
the system of things — as James is fond of insisting — which can be
understood only by seeing what it is like and what it claims to be.
So when we find a logical whole that seems to be organized by intrin-
sic rules, and to have certain immanent relational values, and find it
pursued by the sort of interest called theoretical — itself selected, no
doubt, as a useful variation — what, pray, is the objection, after all is
said as to the genetic aspects of it, to giving it a fair chance to stand
alone on its own broad and competent bottom? Perchance if the
doors be not closed and hermetically sealed to its entrance, an en-
tirely new mode of cosmic being may steal into our mental domicile
even while we are unaware! — a mode whose motto is ' objects for
objects' sake.' I see no reason that a psychology should, simply
because it is genetic, be able to stay the hand of an idealism of thought.*

So I think — to turn the tables on them — the pragmatists are not
radical enough; they balk at the postulate of new modes, new reve-

1 ' Pragmatic' literature is full of this fallacy : see it, €• g., in another form
in Bawden's exposition of James {Jour, of Philos., I., 16, p. 42a): "Beliefs
are really rules for action, and the whole function of thinking is but one step in
the production of habits of action." This passage was brought to my attention
by C. Ivadd Franklin.

1 Yet to me the logical is not the final explaining category.
The ethical was put in a similar antithesis by Hnxley, only ;he worked

the thing the other way, finding the claim of the moral in Borne way incon-
sistent with its natural history origin. It is jnst this situation that instigated
my theory of 'genetic modes,' which recognizes new phases of reality arising
and shining at any time, and holds that the genetic conditions are not exhaus-
tive statements of their nature and value, except to a theory which holds
to a mechanical equivalence of cause and effect in such a case, and which is
therefore not genetic at all, but a-genetic. On any theory of real growth a
statement of conditions of origin is in no way a prophesy of all the new thing
is to be like or worth.
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lations in the nature and texture of reality, of a sort which do not
carefully refrain from having any but hypothetical and instrumental
value!

Of course they say — and here James too seems to be with the
others — still these new things are proved by their working, and so
alone is nature justified of her children. Again, quite true, things
must work — but ad terminum quern? To say so much does not tell us
what place this use, this function, this phase of reality has in the tout
ensemble, the Gesammtbild that philosophy desiderates. Here is
another illegitimate conversion: is this nature's only justification of
her children? A parent is economically justified of his child, but is
that the only justification ? If we once recognize the theoretical point
of view, as summing up, standing for, and organizing in short-hand,
generally applicable, formulas the utilities brought up to date, why
may not this be, as it proceeds through the stages of development of
thought, just a really inside view of things, a private rehearsal behind
the curtain suited to the contemplative eye of reason ? Again, I see
nothing — except illegitimate conversion — to hinder one from thinking
this: the conversion, namely, from ' the thought function is instrumental
to practical adjustment,' to 'therefore practical adjustment is the only end
of thought.' What indeed I contend for is the ' open-door' policy;
and the limitation I aim to point out applies only to a pragmatism
which refuses to allow thought to conduct its business in Manchuria
by its own methods and rules of work — or allows it only under a
special pragmatic vise. This Professor James, to refer again to his
fine article in the October Afz'nd,1 seems to concede in allowing Royce
(and others) to ' throw his own peculiar absolute around' the prag-
matic scheme; and I am only interested to say that therein he has ac-
cepted a limitation of the pragmatic method necessary by those who
crave something less relative. The problem of philosophy is left open.

2. As to my personal inconsistencies, they are of little moment
except as the reconciliation of the seemingly inconsistent may involve
— as in this case I think it does — an attempt to reach higher ground.
The passages cited from me, by Professor Moore, as allowing the
pragmatic view of truth, are from my paper on ' Selective Thinking'
and the subsequent discussion with Prof. Bosanquet. The general
argument, in the latter discussion, is to the effect that while logic may

1 And how it contrasts with Mr. Schiller's writing! I intentionally said
little of the latter's book in any former article because of a certain aesthetic
revolt which prevents my reading much of it. I am helpless before the vul-
garity of such writing as Mr. Schiller's — using this adjective only after others
have. I must wait until Mr. Schiller's thought is filtered by his expositors!
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be allowed to have its province, dealing with wholes which have
their own criteria and norms of organization, nevertheless the theory of
selective thinking must account for the origin and establishment of all
possible marks of such logical wholes, including these criteria and
norms.1 This I maintain in opposition to the view that there is some-
thing in the logical so far exempt from selective processes, and so
far ' pure ' in character, as not to allow of any experimental or instru-
mental method of establishment.

It is, I freely admit, a rather negative sort of task to attempt to
ward off trespassers from both confines of a single plot at one and the
same time; but there is more at stake in my own case than the check-
ing of trespassers upon a given territory. In the paper on ' Selective
Thinking' it is maintained that there are two tests — to keep to the
old terms * — of a truth: that of the ' platform' of what is already
established, the test of habit; and after that the further ' test of fact.'
Prof. Moore seems to think that I am now not holding to this scheme.
But in the test of habit — integration in a previously established body
of knowledge — it is just in this that the logical as such gets in its
criteria, making its demands of consistency, etc. Without this a new
item can not get that preliminary exequatur which is necessary to any
intelligible application of the other test, that of fact. No hypothesis,
even of the most inductive sort, can be brought to the bar of fact with-
out first meeting the demands of consistency and inherent reasonable-
ness. And although we hold, as indeed I do, that this antecedent
' platform' has been itself constituted by gradual selections, still, once
come, its rules must be taken for what they really are, even though we
have to call them by the old-fashioned term ' laws of thought.'

And the issue will be sharpened when I further say, in answer to
Professor Moore's charge that I desert the ' test of fact' in certain cases,
that I do !—not desert it, indeed, but simply recognize that it is not in
actual operation. The whole body of sciences of ' abstract relation-
ships,' the deductive and mathematical sciences, dispense with such a
test: they reach results which we still have to call truths and reach
them just by allowing the claim of true logical universality.8 With-
out attempting a positive evaluation of such bodies of science, still it

1 That is, ' genetic theory explains by what character judgments are true'—
a sentence which I do not find inconsistent with the 'limit' now set up, as Pro-
fessor Moore seems to.

2 Although, functionally considered, some of the terms suggested by Profes-
sor Moore are no doubt better.

•See for example Professor Keyser's formulation of the 'Axiom of Infinity'
{Hibbert Journal, April, 1904) and the whole literature of the ' new' infinite.
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will not do to cut them off with the indirect sort of toleration due to
by-products of a function which is in other conditions useful.

I hold in short that something further in the way of constructive
interpretation of the entire developmental situation is needed. And
the cue should be taken just from the further progress of reflection in
actually handling the dualism of thought and action. This is the
positive problem before us. And in approaching it I find place for the
conception of genetic modes. The test of fact operates in the practi-
cal mode, while that of the truth-system invokes the logical mode. I
would fain see this recognized before we admit that development lands
us in a cul de sac for theory, while in life we find no final opposition.
And it then remains to find the still more developed psychic mode
in which the claims of both are adjusted without favor. I think in the
' semblant' or play mode — broadly and richly defined, the asthetic—
this sort of reconciliation actually does take place as a real experience.
Instead of reading-back the genetic line and finding neutrality in ' pure
experience,' so protoplasmic that the distinction of conscious and
non-conscious itself seems to disappear — a reading in which foi
other purposes one may concur — I am compelled to read the other
way, up the genetic line to the fruitful top. The realest experience,
the true universal, is one that not only ' secures us God, freedom, and
immortality,' but also 'bakes our bread.' So much at any rate in
justification of a line of thought which has the appearance of facing
two ways at once. I have elsewhere attempted to justify this method
from genetic considerations ( 'Mind and Body,'PSYCH. R E V . , May,

I cannot here take space to notice certain interesting points of
detail in Prof. Moore's article. But these I note: my expression
' transcends real life' means only having meaning not exhausted by any
real situation (as the ethical rule of ' right,' or the general concept of
'horse ' ) . — As to 'nominalism,' my sense of its pertinent applica-
tion to habit theories of the 'general' as such is sharpened by a
discussion of my own view on the subject (in Mental Development)
by M. Havard of Paris, under the term 'nouveau nominalisme.'— As
to ' flawless thinking,' I cannot define it without invoking just the
sort of criteria we are discussing— it is ' logical,' ' consistent,' ' valid*
thinking; not merely comfortable psychic process! It is comfortable,
and it is social and pragmatic in origin, but — Ah! there's the rub
of conversion again — is it more ? Mr. Peirce's remarks on ' rea-
sonableness,* apropos of pragmatism, are interesting in this connec-
tion {Diet, of Philos., 'Pragmatism'). —Why need a system of ab-



REJOINDER TO PROFESSOR MOORE. 429

stract universals — a deductive science, in short — be merely a ' sub-
jective and atomistic affair' as Prof. Moore claims ? 'Twould be so, I
conceive, only to a theory that is already subjective and atomistic; not
to one that has a critique of the various sorts of reality-coefficients
leading up to the ' general.'
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